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Engineer ing Faci l i t ies Act iv i ty ,  West
At , t .n :  Mr.  Richard Powel l  [ ] -8321
900 Commodore Drive
San  Bruno ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94065-5005

Dear  Mr .  Powe l l :

ENGINEERING EVALUATION/COST AI{ALYSIS SITE IR.3 REMOVAI., ACTION
HI'}NTERS POIIIT ANNEX

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (Department) has
reviewed the above report and is forwarding the fol-lowing and
enclosed comments from the Regional Water Board. Since there are
shortcomings in the report, the Depart.ment wil l  provide general
comments.

The Department, agrees with the Navy Lo remove source of
contamination from impacting the environment. However, the
EE/CA has not provicred enough information to evaluate the
object ives,  scope,  extent  and the cr i ter ia  for  such removal
act ion.  We ask the Navy,  to  ensure that  the object ives are
ident i f ied,  ar t icu lated and reta j -ned throughout  the repor t .
Wi thout  c lar i ty  in  scope,  goal  and object ive,  the repor t
wi l l  be confus ing.

We have found the Executive Summary to be incomplete and
perp lex ing.  This  is  par t icu lar ly  d isconcer t ing,  s ince we
have already conveyed similar concerns to the Nawy on
several occasions. For example, the Executive Summary
states,  "a f fected so i ls  and f l -oat , ing product  wi l -1  be
addressed, however, the remova1 action is not designed to
specif ical ly remediate groundwatertr. The Navy needs to
t rans late what  i t  means to  "address ' r  f l -oat ing product .  Does
t 'addressr t  mean t ' removal t '  or  t 'cont ro l "  o f  contaminat ion? In
addi t ion,  i t  is  not .  even c lear  i f  the concern is  wi th
cont,aminat.ed soil- and/or groundwater. The Executive Summary
should s tate the chemicals  of  concern in  addi t ion to
preferred alternat ive .
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3.  To under take th is  removal  act ion,  there are two object ives
as s t .a ted in  the repor t .  The f i rs t  ob ject ive scopes the
removal  act ion to  " l imi t  potent ia l  migrat ion of  o i ly  waste
to so i ls  and sur face water i l  and second,  to  "min imize fur ther
degradation of ground-or surface waLer resources through
hazardous substance removal -  or  contro l " .  I t  is  not  c lear  i f
the object ive of  th is  removal  act ion is  to  ' r remove hazardous
substances and oi ly wastert from both soil- and grroundwater.
And if  the focus of the removal act. ion is on contaminated
soil ,  the Navy should just, i fy why cont.aminated groundwater
j-s not going t.o be removed

4.  The second object , ive s tates " removal  or  contro l ' r  o f
hazardous substances. Which one is i t? The Navy should
art iculate i f  t ,he contaminants wil l-  be removed or
contro l ted.  I t .  is  a lso impor tant  t .hat  a l - ternat ives are
para l Ie I  wi th  the object ives.  I t  seems that  a l ternat ive two
cent.ers on reducing the potential rrhuman exposure" to
contaminat ion.  This  object ive is  in  contrast  to  what  is
s tated in  the repor t .

5 .  Another  area of  ambigui ty  is  the del ineat ion of  area of
concern. We are unabl-e to underst.and how the extent of
contamination has been determined. Since the removal action
is  based on v is ib le  o i ly  waste,  i t  is  not  c lear  why the Navy
has provided comparison criteria. We are not sure i f
contaminated soil  above and below water table and
groundwater are going to be removed. Wil l  the contaminated
soil  above and below water table be removed to HP Ambient
Level-s? The Hunters Point, soi l  Ambient Levels need to be
accurate ly  s t ,a t .ed.  Fur ther ,  the extent  o f  "hazardous
substancesi l  is  not  de l lneated.  Wi thout  understanding the
nature and extent and the scope of the removal action, i t
wil l-  be premature to discuss the area of concern, removal
act ion remedia l  a l ternat ives,  pro ject  boundary and f ina l ly
ARARS.

6.  The d iscuss ion and chronology of  ARAR sol ic i taL ion f rom the
Department is not relevant to the IR-3 EE/CA and should be
delet,ed. The letters from the Navy and the Department are
both par t  o f  the admin is t rat ive records.  To re i terate our
pos i t i on ,  as  i t  was  s ta t .ed  i n  t he  mee t ing  o f  I / 30 /96 ,  t he
Department responded appropriately to the l-etter received
from the Navy. The Department has forwarded state ARARs on
many occasions.  Fur ther ,  to  ass is t  the Navy,  the Depar tment
hosted an ARAR meeting where severaL state agencies and
depar tments par t ic ipat .ed.
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In conclusion, we ask t,he Navy t,o revi-se the report, to
ref lect  the above issues.  ,We are in  agreement  wi th  the Navy
that with available information, a removaf action could be
appropr ia te ly  p lanned.

Should you have any questions regardirrg this
'^ roul -d l ike to  seek c lar i f icat ion,  p lease ca l l  me
s B 2 L .

lett.er and
a r  ( s 1 - o )  s 4 o -

re1y,

bahari
Manager

of  Mi l - i tary  Faci l - i t ies

Enclosure

cc:  US EPA, Region IX
At tn:  Anna-Mar ie Cook
Mai l  Code H-9-2
75 Hawthorne St.reet
San  F ranc i sco ,  Ca l i f o rn ia  94105

Regional Water Qua-1-j. ty Control Board
At tn:  Richard Hiet t
21,01 Webster  St reet ,  Sui te  500
Oakland,  Cal i forn ia 9461,2
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OUALITY CONTROT BOARD

May 23, 1996
F i l e :  2 1 6 9 . 6 0 3 2

PRGE: A1

STATE OF CALIFORNIA

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATEfi
SAN FRANCISCO BAY FEGION
2101 WEBSTER STREET, SUITE 5OO
OAKLAND 94612
PHONE:  tS tO ,286 -1ZEE
FAX: (5101 286-3906

VIA FAbSIMILE
5 1 0 . 5 4 0 . 3 8 1 9
Mr. Cyrus Shabahari
DTSC, Office of Military Facitities
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, CA 9471O

RE:

PETE WILSON, Govornor

ENGINEERING EVATUATION/COST ANALYSIS SITE IR.O3. WASTE OILRECLAMATION PONDS . HUNTER'S POINT ANNdi {HPA}

Dear Mr.  Shabahar i :

Regional Board Staff have reviewed the document and have the following comments:

The preferred alternatives presentad would remove or "oncapsulate', a large portion ofsource soil pollution and Non Aqueous phase Liquid (NAPL). Board staff strongly supportthe Navy in their desiro to remove polluted soils and NAPL from the lR-03 site.Howevor, why propose a final remedy for unsatuiated soils but not saturatod soils(groundwater)? lt is not clear how the preferred alternatives 2 and 4 consider the ,,actual
or potenilal oxposure to nearby hurnan populations. animals, or the foad chain fromhazardous substances or pollufanfs or contaminants." How can this be achievod when"groundwater in contact with the waste oit at the site is not u t"rgit medium of concernfor this removal actiorl." why are only soils that ar6 ". .. targely at or near the surtaceth?t maY migrate"'.considered appropriate for this removal action? Groundwater andsoils both need to be addressed concurFently. Board staff met with the Navy andregulatory agencies on February 7, 1996 to discuss removal actions proposed on differentparcels' The outcome was to priorit ize these removal actions by considering thefol lowing cr i ter ia:

o Cost;
o Mnimizing discharge to the bay;
' Timing in regards to schedules, the implementation timeframe etc.;o ls tho removar action a finar or interim measure;
.  ARARs;
o Threat to the bay (ecological and human).
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Sincerely,

Groundwater
Division

PflGE: E?

and Waste Containment

EEICA IR-03
HPA

currentfy onfy alternative 6, with the addition of regionar groundwater pumping as part ofa finat remedy to ensure migration .il;;;';; Jrr"r'nu,ir" s .a,orro_Jdress most of theseconcerns.

Board staff would like to m'et with^the N"-uy an-d again discuss this romovar action inlight of these criteria prror to-iri i i""t ion of the finar docum€nt.
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